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We study interaction-mediated magnetism on the surface of ABC-multilayer graphene driven by its
zero-energy topological flat bands. Using the random-phase approximation we treat onsite Hubbard
repulsion and find multiple competing magnetic states, due to both intra- and inter-valley scattering,
with the latter causing an enlarged magnetic unit cell. At half-filling and when the Hubbard
repulsion is weak, we observe two different ferromagnetic orders. Once the Hubbard repulsion
becomes more realistic, new ferrimagnetic orders arise with distinct incommensurate intra- or inter-
valley scattering vectors depending on interaction strength and doping, leading to a multitude of
competing magnetic states.

Graphene has for a long time attracted attention due to
its extraordinary electronic and structural properties [1–
3]. While ideal graphene does not exhibit magnetic prop-
erties, various derivatives of graphene do [4–7], e.g. in the
presence of a sublattice imbalance [8–11] or due to Lan-
dau levels [12–15] or interlayer twists [7, 16–21]. In par-
ticular, modifications generating flat bands with a high
density of states (DOS) close to the Fermi energy are
prone to not only magnetism but generally correlated
insulators and even superconductivity [22–32]. The flat
band dispersion quells the kinetic energy and thus even
moderately weak electron-electron interaction generates
various electronic orders.

In monolayer graphene, the large Fermi velocity gen-
erated by the linear k-dispersion prevents electronic or-
dering. Bilayer AB-stacked (Bernal) and trilayer ABC-
stacked (rhombohedral) graphene instead host quadratic
k2 and cubic k3 band dispersions, respectively, result-
ing in possibilities for electronic instabilities, with bilayer
[33–40], trilayer [37, 41–44], and also tetralayer graphene
[45, 46] having been found to exhibit magnetic, as well
as superconducting ordering, but so far only with the ap-
plication of electric and/or magnetic fields [47–52]. Fur-
ther stacking of n layers in an ABC-sequence produces
a locally flat kn band dispersion on the surfaces of the
stack, protected by topology [53–56]. These flat surface
states have already been shown to host versatile Fermi
surface properties [50–52, 57–62] leading to magnetism
[63–72] and theory proposals also exist for superconduc-
tivity, without any need for external fields [53, 73–76].

Most of the theoretical understanding of ABC-stacked
multilayer graphene (ABC-MLG) is based on work, in-
cluding ab-initio calculations, studying only the primi-
tive (in-plane) unit cell and then finding surface ferrimag-
netism; opposite magnetic moments on the two sublat-
tices with one moment substantially suppressed [74, 77–
82]. Experiments have at the same time reported do-
main formation [63], recently interpreted as competition
between a ferrimagnetic state and a suggested quantum
paramagnetic state, but also with an indication of longer-
range magnetic ordering [64]. In this work we study the

formation of magnetic ordering on the surface of ABC-
MLG, in particular, taking into account all possible mag-
netic ordering patterns.
We use the T -matrix formalism to isolate the ABC-

MLG surface Green’s function and then incorporate elec-
tronic interactions in the form of Hubbard on-site re-
pulsion U within the matrix random-phase approxima-
tion (RPA). We find strong ordering tendencies for both
intra- and inter-valley scattering, generating single and
extended unit cell magnetic patterns, respectively. At
half-filling, we find putative ferromagnetic (FM) ordering
centered on one sublattice only and mediated by the non-
interacting flat bands, but which is quickly suppressed for
small interactions U . At more realistic U -values we find
opposite but unequal moments on the two sublattices,
rendering ferrimagnetic (FiM) orders and at incommen-
surate scattering vectors. The inter-valley ordering re-
quires lower U for ordering, while the intra-valley order-
ing is close to the (commensurate) ferrimagnetic order
reported in earlier work [64, 74, 77–82]. Adding finite
doping, intra-valley ordering instead requires the lowest
U , with a smaller incommensurability and a substantially
shorter spin-spin relaxation time. Our work establishes a
fierce competition between different magnetic orders, as
well as the importance of incommensurability.
Model and method.— To model ABC-MLG we con-

sider a tight-binding model of the bulk in the basis{
cA1

k̃
, cB1

k̃
, cA2

k̃
, cB2

k̃
, cA3

k̃
, cB3

k̃

}
, where An(Bn) denotes

sublattice A(B) in layer n [62]:
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ca
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(1)

where h1(k̃) = 1 + 2 exp(−3ia0k̃x/2) cos(
√
3a0k̃y/2),

h3(k̃) = 2 exp(−3ia0k̃x/2) cos(
√
3a0k̃y/2) +

exp(−3ia0k̃x), f(k̃) = exp(3ia0k̃x) exp(3id0k̃z), with
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k̃ = (k̃x, k̃y, k̃z), and a = {A1, B1, ..., B3, C3} is enu-
merating the orbitals (sites). Here γ1(γ2) denotes
the intra(inter)-layer hopping between An → Bn

(Bn → An+1), while a finite inter-layer hopping γ3
between An → Bn+1 is responsible for trigonal warping,
splitting the graphene Dirac cone into three satellite
Dirac cones causing a triangular Fermi surface [83]. By
using α = 1(0) we capture bulk ABC-stacked graphite
(quasi-2D ABC-trilayer graphene). We set γ1 = 3.3 eV,
γ2 = 0.42 eV, intralayer nearest neighbor distance
a0 = 1.42 Å, and interlayer nearest neighbor distance
d0 = 2.36a0 while using both γ3/γ1 = 0, 0.1 to model
unwarped and warped ABC-MLG, and vary the chemical
potential through µ [62].
As we are interested in the ABC-MLG surface, we

introduce a virtual wall of impurities V̂imp(r) = V δ(z)1̂,
separating the bulk system Eq. (1) into two semi-
infinite pieces along the z-direction. Following
the T -matrix formalism, we compute the sur-
face Green’s function Ĝ(k̃1, k̃2, iωn) from the bulk

Green’s function Ĝ0(k̃, iωn) obtained from H(k̃),

using [62, 84] Ĝ(k̃1, k̃2, iωn) = Ĝ0(k̃1, iωn)δk̃1,k̃2
+

Ĝ0(k̃1, iωn)T̂ (k̃1, k̃2, iωn)Ĝ0(k̃2, iωn) with T̂ =

V δk1x,k2x
δk1y,k2y

[1̂ − V
∑

kz
Ĝ0(k1x, k1y, kz, iωn)]

−1

and ωn the Matsubara frequency. Finally, the Green’s
function on the surfaces z1,2 = ±z0 = ±3d0, i.e. ad-

jacent to the impurity plane, Ĝ(k, z1, z2, iωn) is

given by partial Fourier transform of Ĝ(k̃1, k̃2, iωn)
in the z-direction, using the notation k = (kx, ky)
[85]. We verify that the surface spectral function

A(k, ω) = −Im{Tr[
∑

iωn
Ĝ(k, z1, z2, iωn + ω)]/π, repro-

duces the surface flat bands following earlier results
[62].

To include electron interactions we consider on-
site intra-orbital Hubbard repulsion U

∑
ia n

a
i↑n

a
i↓ where

naiσ = ca†iσc
a
iσ is the occupation number for site i, orbital

a, and spin σ. We track the influence of interactions on
both charge and magnetic fluctuations by employing the
RPA to extract the relevant susceptibilities. Magnetic
phenomena are governed by the spin susceptibility ma-
trix given by [86–88]

χ̂s(q, ω) = χ̂0(q, ω)
[
1̂− Ûsχ̂0(q, ω)

]−1

. (2)

Here the non-interacting, or bare, susceptibility matrix
χ̂0(q, ω) of size N

2
b ×N2

b is constructed from the surface
non-interacting Green’s function with elements

χsp
td (q, ω) = − 1

βN

∑
k,ωn

Gst(k, ωn)Gpd(k+q, ωn+ω)., (3)

where Nb = 6 denotes the number of sublattice sites,
indexed as s, p, t, d = A1, · · · , B3, while q = (qx, qy) ac-
counts for the scattering momentum, N is the number of
momentum modes, and β = (kBT )

−1
is the inverse tem-

perature. The spin interaction matrix Ûs takes the simple
form Uδspδptδtd [89]. To extract magnetically ordered

states we use the density-density correlation functions,
namely the homogeneous spin susceptibility [90, 91], also
experimentally tractable [92],

χ(q, ω) =
1

2

∑
s,p

χss
pp(q, ω). (4)

In particular, we compute the real [imaginary] parts of
the homogeneous contributions for both the bare suscep-
tibility, χ′

0(q, ω) [χ′′
0(q, ω)], and the RPA susceptibility

χ′
s(q, ω) [χ

′′
s (q, ω)]. In a similar treatment for the charge

susceptibility, we find that it always remains small com-
pared to the spin susceptibility. We thus conclude that
charge fluctuations are not important in ABC-MLG.
A divergent RPA susceptibility signals the formation

of an ordered state, for magnetism expressed by the (gen-

eralized) Stoner criterion det[Ũsχ̂0(q, ω) − λ1̂] = 0 with

Ũs = Ûs/U [93]. We thus obtain the critical Hubbard
interaction strength for magnetic ordering from the max-
imum positive eigenvalue λqm

s = max{λqs} = 1/Uqm
c . We

perform this analysis over the full first Brillouin zone
(BZ) to capture longer-range magnetic ordering patterns
beyond single-unit cell ordering, including incommensu-
rate ordering. The eigenvector ψω=0

qm
, associated with the

eigenvalue λqm
s once the Stoner criterion is satisfied, en-

codes the spatial structure of the magnetic order [94–98].
Furthermore, a resonance structure in the dynamic pro-
file of χ′′

s (qm, ω) at specific ω = ω̃ in the ordered regime,
i.e. for U > Uqm

c , can be assigned as the spin gap of the
underlying order [94, 95, 97].

Flat bands and nesting.— We start by analyzing the
non-interacting surface states of ABC-MLG. Fig. 1(a)
shows how the surface spectral function A(k, ω = 0)
acquires substantial weight, signaling a flat band area,
around the k = K, K̃ points in a tripartite manner due
to the three satellite Dirac points [83]. It is the trigonal
warping γ3 that gives the triangular shape, while if set
to zero a circular shape is instead achieved, see Fig. 1(b).
Moving away from half-filling, the surface spectral func-
tion takes the shape of an annular ring, see Figs. 1(c,d),
now instead capturing the bulk (dispersive) Dirac cones.
The resulting DOS is plotted in Fig. 1(e) as a function
of doping, showing no notable effect of warping. This
demonstrates the extent and shape of the zero-energy
surface flat bands.

The existence of two Fermi surfaces, around K and
K̃, leads to both intra- and inter-valley scattering with
scattering, or nesting, vectors q ≈ Γ,K, respectively.
This suggests that more than one type of magnetic or-
der, with different Uc’s, may be present. Before inves-
tigating magnetic ordering driven by finite interactions,
we analyze the effect of nesting on the bare spin sus-
ceptibility. In Fig. 2(a) we plot the real static non-
interacting susceptibility χ′

0(q, ω = 0) at µ = 0 and
note large values in small regions Γ− < q < Γ+ and
K− < q < K+, with divergences at the commensurate
nesting vectors q = Γ,K. The finite region are due to
the finite extent of the surface flat bands. Away from
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FIG. 1. Surface spectral function A(k, ω = 0) in the first BZ

displaying triangular Fermi surfaces around k ≈ K, K̃ for
γ3/γ1 = 0.1 (a). Structure of A(k ≈ K, ω = 0) for µ = 0 eV
(b) and µ = 0.025 eV at γ3/γ1 = 0 (c) and γ3/γ1 = 0.1 (d).
DOS(ω) =

∑
kA(k, ω) for γ3/γ1 = 0 (black dashed) and 0.1

(red solid) (e).

half-filling, χ′
0(q, ω = 0.025) instead shows only finite

peaks in the same regions, see Fig. 2(b). Thus diver-
gences in the bare susceptibility are only present due to
the zero-energy flat bands and limited to half-filling. This
follows directly from the standard representation of the
bare homogeneous susceptibility χ0 =

∑
l,p χ

ll
pp,0(q) ∝∑

k(f(E
k+q
l )−f(Ek

p ))/(ω+E
k+q
l −Ek

p +i0
+), with f(E)

the Fermi-Dirac distribution, where the energy denomi-
nator vanishes for the flat bands. We further find no
notable dependence on the trigonal warping γ3.

FIG. 2. Real part of the bare spin susceptibility χ′
0(q, 0) at

µ = 0 eV (a) and µ = ω = 0.025eV (c) along high-symmetry
BZ directions. Imaginary part of the dynamic homogeneous
susceptibility χ′′

0 (q, ω) in logarithmic scale in the ω-U plane
for q = Γ (b) and K (d) for µ = 0 eV. Here γ3/γ1 = 0.1.

With a divergent bare spin susceptibility, even an in-
finitesimal small interaction U triggers magnetic ordering
at half-filling according to the generalized Stoner crite-

ria. Analyzing the resulting eigenvectors at Γ and K,
we find magnetic moments only on the top surface’s B3

orbital. For theK-ordering the magnetic moment is also
modulated in real space, acquiring zero net magnetiza-
tion. Due to this magnetic structure, we refer to both
of these states as sublattice ferromagnetic (sFM) order
and note that they originate from commensurate nesting
vectors. To gain more understanding of the sFM orders,
we examine the imaginary part of the dynamic bare spin
susceptibility χ′′

s (q, ω) at the divergent scattering vectors
q = Γ,K in Figs. 2(b,d) as a function of small U . We
find a large (negative) peak starting from (ω > 0, U = 0)
and ending at (ω = 0, U = U±

c ) with U−
c ≈ 0.5 eV for

q = Γ and U+
c ≈ 1.0 eV for q = K. This indicates the

existence of a finite spin gap protecting the sFM orders,
but only for U < U±

c . Although the K-sFM state has
zero magnetization and absence of time-reversal symme-
try, the characteristic two-resonance structure of chiral
magnons in altermagnets [99, 100] is not seen, so this or-
der is unlikely to emerge. For a more in-depth discussion
on the sFM orders and their susceptibilities, see Supple-
mentary Material (SM) [101].

FiM order with interactions.— With U±
c ≪ γ1 and

estimations of the on-site repulsion in graphene and
graphite instead giving U ≳ γ1 [102–105], we do not ex-
pect the sFM solutions to likely exist in ABC-MLG. We
thus continue analyzing the spin susceptibility χs(q, ω)
for more realistic U , here first at half-filling. We find
that as U increases beyond U+

c , the static spin suscep-
tibility χ′

s(q, ω = 0) becomes substantially suppressed
at both q = Γ,K. We instead observe new divergences
appearing for inter-valley scattering at q = K ′ ≈ K−
with UK′

c ≈ 2.30 eV and for intra-valley scattering at

q = Γ′ ≈ Γ+ for UΓ′

c ≈ 4.40 eV, see Figs. 3(a,c). Both
divergences appear at incommensurate scattering vec-
tors, linked to the finite extent of the surface flat band
and thus different from the non-interacting commensu-
rate sFM states. We can qualitatively understand this
shift in scattering vectors by noting that a finite inter-
action shifts the quasiparticle energies Ek

l → Ek
l + Σk

l
with a self-energy Σk

l [106], such that the momentum de-
pendence of χs may be different from that of χ0. We
further note that the peak in χ′

s(q, ω = 0) changes from
positive to negative values as soon as the Stoner criterion
is satisfied at UΓ′,K′

c . The negatively valued divergency
is necessary due to the previous magnetic transitions at
U < UΓ′,K′

c found in the previous section, see SM [101].

In terms of the resulting magnetic moments for the Γ′

state, we find that the dominant contribution to χ′
s(q, 0)

comes from the top surface B3 orbital and now also
with the A3 orbital carrying an unequal finite magnetic
moment but with opposite sign, as illustrated in the
Fig. 3(d) inset (incommensurability not visible). A sim-
ilar analysis of the K ′ state results in the pattern in the
Fig. 3(b) inset, again with dominant contribution from

a B3 orbital, but now with a
√
3 ×

√
3 extended spa-

tial repetition, due to the inter-valley scattering, see SM
[101]. We note that the sum of all spin densities within
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the enlarged unit cell is exactly zero in the commensurate
case. Given the incommensurability, the system acquires
a small but non-zero magnetization. Therefore, we refer
to the Γ′ andK ′ states as incommensurate ferrimagnetic
(FiM) orders.

Moreover, we consider the dynamic profile of χ′′
s (q, ω)

in Fig. 3(b,d), now at the incommensurate wave vectors
q = Γ′,K ′ hosting the divergent (real) spin susceptibil-
ity [107]. We find a large positive peak originating at

U = UΓ′,K′

c and ω = 0 and rising to larger frequencies
ω with increasing U . This signals the existence of finite
spin gaps [91, 92], confirming the formation of first aK ′-

FiM state at UK′

c from inter-valley scattering and then a

Γ′-FiM ordered state at UΓ′

c from intra-valley scattering.
With the spin susceptibility at K′ becoming substan-
tially suppressed at UΓ′

c , see Fig. 3(c), we infer that the

Γ′-FiM order likely directly set in at U > UΓ′

c with little
competition from the K ′-FiM order, see SM [101]. We
further find that Γ′,K ′ varies slightly with trigonal warp-
ing, producing slightly different Uc’s, but not changing
the overall behavior. Taken together, these results point
to a close competition between the Γ′-FiM and K ′-FiM
states at half-filling, such that any spatial dependence of
U will likely create spontaneous domains of different FiM
states.

FIG. 3. Real part of the spin susceptibility χ′
s(q, 0) for U

+
c <

U ≲ UK′
c (a) and UK′

c < U ≲ UΓ′
c (c) along high-symmetry

BZ directions. Imaginary part of the dynamic homogeneous
susceptibility χ′′

0 (q, ω) in logarithmic scale in the ω-U plane
for q = Γ′ (b) and q = K′ (d). Insets: Real space magnetic
structure associated with q = K′-, and Γ′-FiM states on
top surface layer (incommensurability ignored). Circle radii
are determined by overall magnet moment magnitudes, colors
differentiate signs. Here µ = 0 and γ3/γ1 = 0.1.

Finite doping.—Finally, we vary the doping away from
half-filling, modeling spontaneous charge inhomogeneity
[64] or an applied gate voltage [63, 64]. To probe the dop-
ing dependence, we extract the minimum critical Hub-
bard parameter U∗

c at zero temperature satisfying the

Stoner criterion for any nesting vector q in discs centered
at Γ,K to capture all previously explored divergences
and beyond. In Fig. 4 we plot the result as a function
of doping µ and find increasing U∗

c for both intra-valley
(red) and inter-valley scattering (blue), with higher U∗

c

for the latter. At µ = 0 eV the results coincide with
Fig. 2 with its commensurate orders already at U∗

c = 0.
With increasing doping, we find a roughly linear increase
in U∗

c , while at the same time, the ordering vectors move
away from Γ,K. The resulting scattering vectors are la-
beled Γ′′ and K ′′, and the order as Γ′′- and K ′′-FiM
orders as they show large similarities with the µ = 0 FiM
orders, see SM [101].
We plot the deviation ∆qΓ = |Γ′′ − Γ| and similar

for K in the inset of Fig. 4. There is a sharp jump in
∆q directly when µ acquires finite value, followed by a
slow increase for increasing µ. We find that ∆qΓ,K fully
tracks the position of the finite amplitude peaks in the
bare susceptibility, see Fig. 2(c) for a fixed µ. Thus mag-
netic ordering at finite doping is fully determined by the
bare susceptibility with the interaction just enhancing its
peaks into divergences at U∗

c . This is notably different
from the half-filled case where the interaction also shifts
the ordering vectors to incommensurate vectors, compare
Figs. 2(a) and 3(a,c).

FIG. 4. Minimum critical Hubbard interaction U∗
c extracted

for all scattering vectors in a circular region around Γ (red)
and K (blue) as a function of doping µ. (Inset) Deviation
in the ordering vectors with respect to the high-symmetry
points ∆qN = Γ′′(K′′)− Γ(K) normalized by the real-space
graphene lattice constant a as a function of µ. Stars indicate

UΓ′
c , UK′

c and deviation for Γ′, K′ in main plot and inset,
respectively. Here γ3/γ1 = 0.1.

To highlight further differences to the half-filling re-
sults in Fig. 3, we mark UΓ′,K′

c with stars in Fig. 4. As
seen, at half-filling inter-valley FiM order commands the
lowest Uc, while at any finite doping where intra-valley
scattering has the lowest Uc. Also, the incommensurabil-
ity is always largest at half-filling, which seems to provide
an upper limit for ∆q at finite doping. We also find a no-
tably different overall behavior of the spin susceptibility.
At half-filling a clear spin gap is present at U = 0, pro-
tecting the commensurate sFM orders until its closure at
U±
c , while at UΓ′,K′

c , a new spin gap develops protecting
the FiM orders as shown in Figs. 2(b,d) and 3(b,d). In-
stead, at finite doping no spin gap, or order, exists for any
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U < U∗
c . Moreover, when ordering is established at U∗

c ,
we find no sharp peaks at finite frequencies in χ′′

s . The
dynamic susceptibility displays signatures of a markedly
short spin-spin relaxation time [108, 109], flattening the
peaks in χ′′ and also making χ′ continuous at non-zero
frequencies. We attribute the shortened relaxation time
to more substantial overlap with the dispersive surface
states at finite doping [99], generating damping. Inter-
estingly, the bulk metallic states do not generate any
strong damping, as obvious from orders at half-filling.
Still tracing a spin gap from the (flattened) peaks in χ′′

s ,
we find that they never disappear with increasing U , once
developed at U∗

c . For more information, see SM [101].
Based on the different Ucs and their trends, scattering
vectors, and different relaxation times, we conclude that
the states at finite doping are notably different from those
at half-filling.

Concluding remarks.— Our work reveals how the sur-
face flat band in ABC-multilayer graphene leads to a
plethora of magnetic states. At half-filling, commensu-
rate sFM orders with either intra- and inter-valley nest-
ing vectors in the non-interacting limit. At any realis-
tic interaction strength, incommensurate FiM orders in-
stead develop for both intra- and inter-valley scattering.
Away from half-filling, interactions result in another set
of incommensurate FiM orders with different nesting vec-

tors and a notably short spin-spin relaxation time. This
demonstrates remarkably rich possibilities for different
magnetic ordering on the surface ABC-MLG, both com-
peting intra- and inter-valley scattering states, and also
different states with varying interaction and doping.
Connecting to recent experimental findings, all our

states fall within the layer antiferromagnet (LAF) phase
recently found in pentalayer ABC-stacked graphene [72,
110] and establish the rich and varying surface magnetic
structures of this phase. Other findings, reporting a
(commensurate) gapped antiferromagnetic order at half-
filling with an enlarged magnetic unit cell away from it,
together with a quantum paramagnetic phase [64], are
similar to our Γ′- and K ′)-FiM states. Importantly, we
find that both incommensurability and magnetic pattern
vary intricately with interaction strength and doping.
Such close competition between multiple states may also
enhance the importance of quantum fluctuations.
L.B. thanks G. B. Martins for insights on the RPA

method and P. Holmvall for providing his code imple-
mentation of the Matsubara summations. We also thank
X. Feng, D. Chakraborty, R. Arouca, P. M. Oppeneer,
and P. Thundström for fruitful discussions. We acknowl-
edge financial support from the Knut and Alice Wallen-
berg Foundation, through the Wallenberg Academy Fel-
lows program and project grant KAW 2019.0068.
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This Supplementary Material (SM) provides additional information supporting the results in the main text. In
Section S1 we establish where in the Brillouin zone divergences in the spin-susceptibility appear. This warrants
the choices of reciprocal coordinates in the figures in the main text. In Section S2 we provide additional data on
the dynamic spin susceptibility in the non-interacting case and at low interactions at half-filling, supplementing the
results in the section “Flat band and nesting effects” in the main text. In Section S3 we provide additional data on
the dynamic spin susceptibility for realistic U interaction strengths at half-filling, supplementing the results in the
section “FiM order with interaction” in the main text. In Section S4 we provide additional data on the dynamic spin
susceptibility at finite doping, supplementing the results in the section “Finite doping” in the main text. In Section S5
we demonstrate the additional analysis on the magnetic spin texture, supplementing the magnetic structures provided
in section “FiM order with interactions” in the main text.

S1. STATIC SUSCEPTIBILITY PROFILE AROUND THE HIGH-SYMMETRY POINTS

In the main text in Figs. 2 and 3 we investigate the behavior of the static susceptibility χ′
s(q, ω = 0) only along a

high-symmetry BZ line. In this section, we provide additional data on the momentum profile of the static susceptibility
motivating this choice for the half-filling case, while also demonstrating that it is not enough at arbitrary doping. We
do so by examining the microscopic structure around the high-symmetry points q = Γ and K for the homogeneous
spin susceptibility and the most dominating density-density element B3B3 in χ̂′

0(q, ω = 0) at half-filling in Fig. S1
and away from half-filling in Fig. S2, respectively.

At half-filling we find that the static spin susceptibility χ′
s(q, ω = 0) diverges over a ring-like region around the

q = Γ and K, see Fig. S1 upper (lower) panel for q = Γ (q = K). While the rings have a hexagonal (trigonal)
distortion, they still respect the C6 (C3) rotational symmetry of the lattice, and the divergences are spread uniformly
along the ring. Upon increasing U , the ring expands but maintains the hexagonal (trigonal) symmetry. Overall, this
analysis suggests the divergent nesting vectors move away from the commensurate nesting vectors Γ and K as only
obtained for U = 0. Still, by keeping the hexagonal (trigonal) lattice symmetry with a uniform divergence along the
perimeter, all scattering vectors with divergent susceptibility can be captured by only examining the high-symmetry
line Γ →M → K → Γ. This validates the choice of k-values (along the x-axis) in Figs. 2 and 3.

Next, we add a finite doping which causes the Fermi level to move away from the flat band region. We examine the
static bare susceptibility χ′

0(q, ω = 0) as a function of finite doping µ in Fig. S2. At finite doping we find a star-like
divergence instead of a ring divergence around q = Γ point, see upper panel of Fig. S2, while it continues to form
a triangular shape around q = K, see lower panel of Fig. S2. Notably, the degree of divergence is not uniformly
distributed over the star-like or triangle-like regions, rather there exist certain points yielding the strongest divergence.
As a result, the equidistant nature of the divergent scattering momentum with respect to the high-symmetry points
is no longer present. This means that the high-symmetry line through the BZ might not contain the strongest
divergences. As a result, to capture the Uc for the doped case, we need to go beyond the high-symmetry line such
that we do not miss the correct order. We do this in Fig. 4 by extracting U∗

c over the whole disc centered around
Γ and K. We also note that the regions with star-like and triangle-like divergences expand with increasing doping,
resulting in an outward shift in incommensurate nesting vectors with respect to the high-symmetry points, as also
illustrated in the inset in Fig. 4.

As a naming convention, we refer to the incommensurate nesting vectors lying on the high-symmetry line asK ′ and
Γ′ in the case of half-filling. On the other hand, we adopt the K ′′ and Γ′′ notation for the incommensurate nesting
vectors in the case of finite doping that can lie both away from as well as on the high-symmetry line.
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FIG. S1. Inverse of the homogeneous static spin susceptibility (χ′
s(q, ω = 0))−1 around Γ (first row) and K (second row)

high-symmetry points at half-filling, µ = 0. Blue color denotes negative values, red denotes positive values, and white denotes
divergent susceptibility values. The U = 0 values cut off colors.

FIG. S2. The real part of the static spin susceptibility χ0(q, ω = 0) around Γ (first row) and K (second row) high-symmetry
points at fillings µ = 0, 0.0005, 0.01, 0.025, and 0.05 eV.
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S2. DYNAMIC SPIN SUSCEPTIBILITY ANALYSIS FOR ZERO AND SMALL U AT HALF-FILLING

In the main text we discuss the role of flat bands in forming magnetic order in the non-interacting system in the
section “Flat band and nesting effects”. Here we provide additional data supporting those results. In particular, we
present the full frequency behavior of the real part of the spin susceptibility χ′

s(q, ω) (dashed lines) and the imaginary
part of the spin susceptibility χ′′

s (q, ω) (solid lines) for zero and small values of U at the commensurate nesting vectors
q = Γ (black), K (red) in Fig. S3.

FIG. S3. Evolution of the dynamic spin susceptibility χs(q, ω) for q = K (red) and Γ (black) as a function of frequency ω
for U = 0, 0.25, 0.75, 1.25, 1.5, and 2.0 eV (a-f), with real part χ′

s(q, ω) (dashed) and imaginary part χ′′
s (q, ω) (solid). Here

γ3/γ1 = 0.1 and µ = 0 eV, while K ≈ (2.09, 1.21) and Γ = (0, 0).

Before proceeding, we note that the susceptibility accounts for the probability of the scattering taking place with
a transfer of momentum q and energy ω. In general, the real part of the spin susceptibility χ′

s estimates how much
the system favors a particular magnetic order possibility, while the imaginary part χ′′

s encodes the loss in the system.
We note that the gap along the frequency axis does not necessarily correspond to a spectral gap, rather it represents
the energy barrier for opposite spin correlations. Therefore, the frequency where the susceptibility peaks can be
considered to mark a spin gap associated with the magnetic order [91].

Starting from U = 0 in Fig. S3(a), we find a (negative) resonance peak at finite ω in the imaginary part of spin
susceptibility for both q = K and Γ. Exactly at the same values of ω, the real parts exhibit a discontinuous jump.
A closer inspection suggests that the real part changes its sign at a zero crossing where the imaginary part shows the
resonance peak. This marks the existence of an ordered state with a finite spin gap for both intra- and inter-valley
scattering already at U = 0. We also note that χ′(q, ω = 0) changes its sign from positive to negative as soon as an
infinitesimal U is considered. These features continue to exist for finite but small U , except that the resonance peaks
move steadily towards zero frequency when U increases, see Fig. S3(b). Once U crosses U−

c ≈ 0.5 eV, the resonance
peak as well as discontinuous jump for q = Γ are not visible anymore and the ordering at Γ is thus lost, see Fig. S3(c).
The same occurs for inter-valley scattering at U > U+

c ≈ 1.0 eV, see Fig. S3(d). Thus, beyond this U+
c ABC-MLG
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becomes magnetically disordered as far as the ordering vectors Γ,K are concerned, see Fig. S3(e,f). We refer to the
order at zero and small U as the sFM orders in the main text, where Fig. 2 summarizes the main features in the
susceptibility. In Sec. S5, we discuss the real-space pattern of the spin moments on the surface of the ABC-MLG.

Two additional points are worth commenting on. First, the critical values U < U±
c mark the termination of an

ordered state. This is not determined by the Stoner criterion, which only marks the onset of ordering. Nonetheless, the
clear vanishing of prominent features in the spin susceptibility, including the vanishing of a clear spin gap for U > U±

c

makes it clear that the preceding order existing at lower U values cannot exist anymore. Second, χ′′
s (q = Γ,K, ω = 0)

display a negatively valued peak. This is the opposite sign compared to the features marking the transitions at
UΓ′,K′

c as shown below in Sec. S3 and Fig. S4. These different signs are required for the spin susceptibility to be

continuous across the full U range. Their existence also marks that the FiM orders occurring at UΓ′,K′

c must have
had a predecessor ordering at lower U values.



v

S3. DYNAMIC SPIN SUSCEPTIBILITY ANALYSIS FOR FINITE U AT HALF-FILLING

In the main text, we show the existence of FiM order for realistic strengths of the Hubbard repulsion U in the section
“FiM orders with interactions” staying at half-filling. In this section of the SM, we provide additional data for the
dynamic spin susceptibility χs(q, ω) with varying finite U . In particular, the analysis is useful to further understand

the magnetic phase transitions at UK′

c ≈ 2.30eV and UΓ′

c ≈ 4.40eV, established in Figs. 3 of the main text. We thus
repeat Fig. S3 but now focus on larger values of U and use the incommensurate nesting vectors q = Γ′,K ′. The
results are presented in Fig. S4.

FIG. S4. Evolution of the dynamic spin susceptibility χs(q, ω) for q = K′ (red) and Γ′ (black) as a function of frequency ω for
U = 0, 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 eV (a-f), with real part χ′

s(q, ω) (dashed) and imaginary part χ′′
s (q, ω) (solid). Here γ3/γ1 = 0.1

and µ = 0 eV, while Γ′ ≈ (0.07, 0) and K′ ≈ (2.09, 1.15). For reference, K ≈ (2.09, 1.21) and Γ = (0, 0).

For comparison, we start with U = 0 in Fig. S4(a) where we find χ′
s(K

′, ω) and χ′
s(Γ

′, ω) both decaying with ω
from their ω = 0 values. On the other hand, both χ′′

s (K
′, ω) and χ′′

s (Γ
′, ω) start from zero at ω = 0 but then acquire

a finite but small value very close to ω = 0, before they again decay to zero with ω. We hence have no order at Γ′,K ′

at U = 0, but the order only exists at the commensurate Γ,K as seen in Fig. S3. With increasing U , see Fig. S4(b,c),
χ′
s(K

′, ω) develops more and more of a peak at ω = 0 while χ′′
s (K

′, ω) simultaneously develops a peak at small and
decreasing ω. Such a peak is referred to as a resonance phenomenon since the measure of such dynamic correlation
changes with frequency. At the same time, no noticeable changes occur for χs(Γ

′, ω) for these U values.

As soon as U hits UK′

c , χ′′
s (K

′, ω) forms a resonance peak at ω = 0, which for U > UK′

c is shifted to a finite value
of ω, see Fig. S4(d). At the same time, χ′

s(K
′, ω) changes its character from a single positive peak to a sign-changing

divergence, or at least a discontinuous jump crossing the zero-line, appearing at ω = 0 at the transition and then
moving to finite ω with increasing U . The peaks/divergences in χ′

s(K
′, ω) and χ′′

s (K
′, ω) are clearly appearing at

the same ω (real part crosses zero when the imaginary part peaks) at and beyond UK′

c . This exact matching of the

real and imaginary spin susceptibility clearly marks the onset of magnetic ordering with ordering vector K ′ at UK′

c ,
consistent with many earlier analyses of ordering within RPA calculations in other materials [94, 95, 97]. We refer to
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this order in the main text as the K′-FiM state. The same evolution is also observed in Figs. S3(a,b,c) for U < U±
c

in the sFM orders.
Moving on to larger U values we find that the peak and discontinuous jumps in χs(K

′, ω) slowly decrease, see
Fig. S4(e). Instead, we find that the same features as discussed above appear for an ordered magnetic state at Γ′,

setting in at UΓ′

c , see Fig. S4(f). As a consequence, for U > UΓ′

c , Γ′-FiM order is formed. Due to the simultaneous
suppression of the features in χs(K

′, ω), we conclude that the Γ′-FiM may dominate at these larger U values. This
result supports the susceptibility results of Fig. 3 in the main text. In Sec. S5, we discuss the accompanied real-space
pattern of the spin moments on the surface of the ABC-MLG.
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S4. DYNAMIC SPIN SUSCEPTIBILITY ANALYSIS WITH U AWAY FROM HALF-FILLING

In the main text, we analyze the case of finite doping away from half-filling in the section “Finite doping”. In this
section of the SM, we provide additional data for the dynamic spin susceptibility. In Fig. S5 we redo the analysis of
Figs. S3 and S4 for the representative doping level µ = 0.023 eV. This analysis is useful to understand the underlying
data of Fig. 4 of the main text where we plot extracted U∗

c as a function of µ. Note that we here are not restricted
to a high-symmetry line in BZ when extracting the nesting vectors, but we identify the q-values with divergent spin
susceptibilities in a whole disc around q = K,Γ. For notational consistency, we adopt q = Γ′′, K ′′ representation
away from the half-filled cases as already mentioned in Sec. S1.

FIG. S5. Evolution of the dynamic spin susceptibility χs(q, ω) for q = K′′ (red) and Γ′′ (black) as a function of frequency
ω for U = 0.0, 1.0, 2.2, 2.4, 2.64, 3.8, 4.0, 4.39, and 4.6 eV (a-i), with real part χ′

s(q, ω) (dashed) and imaginary part χ′′
s (q, ω)

(solid). Here γ3/γ1 = 0.1 and µ = 0.023 eV, while Γ′′ = (−0.06, 0.00) and K′′ = (2.11, 1.26). These nesting vectors are chosen
from Fig. 4 for the chemical potential µ = 0.023 eV. For reference, K ≈ (2.09, 1.21) and Γ = (0, 0).

At low interaction strengths U , we find qualitatively similar behavior compared to Fig. S4 for the real and imaginary
parts of the dynamical spin susceptibility, see Figs. S5(a,b,c,d). A positive peak starts forming for the real part close
to ω = 0, while the imaginary part tends towards a resonance peak once U increases. This trend is somewhat more
visible for q = Γ′′ case as compared to q = K ′′. We then find that χ′

s(Γ
′′, ω = 0) changes its sign from positive

to negative, passing through a negative divergence at U∗
c = UΓ′′

c = 2.64 eV, see Fig. S5(e). This marks a transition



viii

to the ordered state referred to as Γ′′-FiM in the main text. However, we do not find a clear resonance peak in
χ′′
s (Γ

′′, ω) or clear discontinuous jumps in χ′
s(Γ

′′, ω) beyond the transition point, as we did in the half-filled case. The
peak in χ′′

s (Γ
′′, ω) exists but is not very pronounced, while χ′

s(Γ
′′, ω) rather smoothly changes its sign from positive

to negative values at a finite ω for U > UΓ′′

c , see Figs. S5(e,f,g). Still, the real part crosses zero at the same finite
ω where the imaginary part exhibits a peak. This is similar to the half-filled case, where the zeros of the real part
coincide with the resonance peak of the imaginary part. However, altogether this marks notable differences in the spin
susceptibility for the Γ′′-FiM order at finite doping compared to the Γ′-FiM order at half-filling, in addition to the
different nesting vectors. Similar features are noticed at q =K ′′, where χ′

s(K
′′, ω = 0) exhibits a negative divergence

at U∗
c = UK′′

c = 4.39 eV, see Fig. S5(h), signaling the onsite of the K′′-FiM order. For U > UK′′

c the real part again
crosses zero at a finite ω exactly where the imaginary part exhibits a faint peak, see Fig. S5(i).

The notably different behavior of the dynamical spin susceptibility beyond the ordering transitions U∗
c = UΓ′′,K′′

at finite doping compared to the half-filing case beyond the UΓ′,K′

c can be explained by damping, which is substantial
in the former case. To be precise, the behavior of the dynamic spin susceptibility is connected to the underlying
spin-spin relaxation time of the ordered phase. The flattened (sharp) nature of the imaginary part and the smooth
(discontinuous) zero-energy crossing of the real part in the ordered states is due to a smaller (larger) value of the
spin-spin relaxation time for finite (zero) doping [108, 109]. The analysis presented in Figs. S4 and S5 infers that
the FiM order at finite doping has a much shorter spin-spin relaxation time. We attribute this behavior to Landau
damping associated with the metallic surface state at finite doping, which enhances the spin-spin relaxation rate
broadening the magnetic resonance peak as also observed in other RPA studies [99]. Notably, the co-existing Dirac
bulk spectrum, also present at half-filling, does not generate any substantial damping.

Finally, we discuss the spin gap for the Γ′′,K′′-FiM orders. In Figs. S6 and S7, we plot the imaginary part of the
dynamical spin susceptibility χ′′

s (q, ω) as a function of the repulsion U for the nesting vectors that generate the lowest
critical Hubbard parameters U∗

c extracted in Fig. 4, i.e. q = Γ′′ and K ′′, respectively. Note that Γ′′,K ′′ change as a
function of doping, as also indicated in the labels. We also mark the resonance peak in the ordered states with black
dots, which denotes the extracted spin gap. At half-filling, panel (a) in both figures, the spin gaps for the Γ-sFM
and K-sFM orders are visible for zero and small U , but they close already at U ≤ 1 eV, as discussed in the main
text, marking the end of the sFM orders. Note that the array of the black dots is nothing but the bright trail in
Figs. 2(b,d). The situation changes dramatically as soon as one turns on a finite µ. At finite doping, panels (b-j),
there is no bright trail in the imaginary spin susceptibility at finite ω and low U -values. Instead, we see a sharp peak,
almost circular, region develops at the U∗

c values indicated with thin grey lines. There is thus no spin gap or ordering
for U < U∗

c . For U > U∗
c we find a faint peak, primarily visible through the extracted black dots, emanating from the

peak region and increasing in energy for all explored U values. We observe the same qualitative behavior for all values
of finite doping considered and at both Γ′′-and K ′′ nesting vectors. This suggests that once the Γ′′-and K ′′-FiM
orders are established at finite U , they remain with a finite spin gap. This is markedly different from the half-filled
scenario where flat band-mediated commensurate sFM orders exist at zero U but are terminated at finite U . As such,
the Γ′′,K ′′-FiM orders at finite doping are more similar to the incommensurate Γ′,K ′-FiM orders on-setting at finite
U and not the Γ,K-sFM orders originating at zero U , despite the discrepancy in U values between the former pair.
These above results all support the results of Fig. 4 in the main text. In Sec. S5, we discuss the accompanied

real-space pattern of the spin moments on the surface of the ABC-MLG.
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FIG. S6. Imaginary spin susceptibility χ′′
s (q, ω) in the ω-U plane for the ordering vector q around the Γ-point as a function

of increasing doping (a-f). The ordering vector Γ′′ varies with doping and is indicated in each panel. Vertical thin grey lines
denote extracted U∗

c values, also plotted in Fig. 4. Black dots denote the position of the resonance peak calculated numerically
from the data shown in colors.

FIG. S7. Same as Fig. S6 but for ordering at q = K′′ around the K-point.
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S5. MAGNETIC SPIN TEXTURES

In the main text we discussed and reported data on the magnetic textures, or structure for the sFM orders at half-
filling zero and low U in section “Flat bands and nesting” and the FiM states in section “FiM order with interactions”
for half-filling and in section “Finite doping” away from half-filling. In this SM section, we provide additional
information supporting those results and naming conventions. We can access the magnetic textures by investigating
the orbital resolved magnetic moment from the eigenvector, ψω=0

q , associated with the static susceptibility matrix
χ̂s(q, ω = 0) at its divergence, which marks the transition to magnetic ordering [96]. We note, however, that these
density-density elements in the eigenvector only carry information about the relative distribution of the magnetic
moment across the orbitals in a normalized fashion, while the determination of the exact value of the magnetic
moment is not straightforward [94–97]. Below we start by extracting the magnetic texture in the lattice unit cell
(here the surface unit cell) and then comment on the real space texture beyond that.

In Fig. S8 we report the distribution of ψω=0
q over the Nb = 6 orbitals (carbon sites) in the effective surface unit

cell we use for our calculations, where B3 and A3 are the atoms of the very top graphene layer. As we find that the
imaginary parts of these elements are identically zero, we thus left with the real part that we display. In Fig. S8(a)
we study the sFM states at U = 0 and half-filling and therefore just use the bare static susceptibility at half-filling.
From the individual breakdown of the density-density elements in ψω=0,j

q , we find that except the element B3B3,
all other elements vanish. This generates what we refer to as a sublattice ferromagnetic (sFM) order in the very
top graphene layer as there exists no opposite spin moment from A3A3 element and no moments on any subsurface
graphene layers either. In Fig. S8(b) we study the FiM states appearing at finite U > UΓ′,K′

c at half-filling, again
plotting the density-density elements in ψω=0,j

q as a function of the six orbitals in the lattice unit cell. Here we
find that both the B3B3 and A3A3 elements show finite values, with positive and negative intensities, respectively.
This marks an antialignment behavior of the moments and due to the strong sublattice polarization, we call this a
ferrimagnetic (FiM) order. We repeat the above analysis for doping away from half-filling using the representative
values of µ = 0.01 eV and 0.023 eV in Figs. S8(c,d), respectively. Note that we here must consider different nesting
vectors q = Γ′′ and K ′′ for the different values of µ. Again, the B3B3 element shows a substantially high value,
but also the A3A3 element is non-zero in both cases and increases with increasing doping. We therefore also refer to
these as FiM states, although we note that they are structurally relatively similar to the sFM states as well. Further
note that the orderings in each panel in Fig. S8 host different incommensurability and that the K-orders also have
an extended unit cell.

Finally, we extract the full spatial dependence of the magnetic spin texture. For the Γ-centered orders this magnetic
texture extracted in Fig. S8 gives the complete texture as that order is just repeated in each unit cell. For the Γ

′,′′ -
orders we need to also consider the incommensurability, which adds real-space modulation to the order. Due to
the small amount of incommensurability, this modulation will be very long-range. In Fig. 2(d) in the main text we

plot the spatial magnetic texture of the Γ
′
-FiM order, ignoring the incommensurability which due to its long-range

modulation is not noticeable on the displayed length scale.
For the K-order, the scattering q-vector dictates an extended

√
3 ×

√
3 unit cell. We can numerically extract the

magnetic texture at all sites in the lattice by taking the real part of the Fourier-transformed density-density elements
ψω=0,j
q of the susceptibility eigenvector on the top surface (j = B3B3, A3A3) of ABC-MLG:

ψω=0,j
r = ψω=0,j

q eiq·(r−rj), (S1)

where rj is the position of the j sublattice site in the (original) lattice unit cell. Applying Eq. (S1) we find that all q = Γ

orders trivially repeat with periodicity of the lattice, while the q =K orders result in a
√
3×

√
3 extended unit cell.

Numerically, we find that the spin densities in the
√
3×

√
3 extended unit cell is zero, but time-reversal symmetry is

broken, suggesting either a ferrimagnetic or an altermagnetic order. The previously shown dynamic susceptibility maps
do not present the altermagnet characteristic two-peaked structure due to the chiral magnons [99, 100], establishing
the K order as zero-magnetization ferrimagnetic state. At realistic U and finite doping, incommensurate nesting
breaks the perfect zero net magnetization, transforming these states into finite-magnetization FiM states. In the inset
of Fig. 3(b) in the main text we plot the resulting magnetic texture for the K ′-FiM order. Again, we here ignore the
slight incommensurability which would generate a long-range additional modulation not visible on the length scales
plotted in Fig. 3. We here only consider the real part of Eq. (S1) to maintain the ψω=0,j

r=0 = ψω=0,j condition, which
is required for the lattice unit cell.
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FIG. S8. Density-density elements in the eigenvector ψω=0,j
q at each orbital (carbon site) in the ABC-MLG lattice unit cell

associated with the divergent static spin susceptibility χs(q, ω = 0) for q = Γ (solid red) and K (dashed blue) at U = 0 and

mu = 0 (a), q = Γ′ (solid red) and K′ (dashed blue) at U = UΓ′,K′
c −ϵ and µ = 0 (b), q = Γ′′ (solid red) and K′′ (dashed blue)

at U = UΓ′′,K′′
c − ϵ and µ = 0.01 eV (c), and q = Γ′′ (solid red) and K′′ (dashed blue) at U = UΓ′′,K′′

c − ϵ and µ = 0.023 eV
(d). Here ϵ≪ 1, such that U is chosen right before the critical transition to probe the main fluctuations resulting in the spatial
structure of the static order. The scattering vectors are chosen to match the peaks in Figs. 2(a,c), 3(a,c), and Fig. 4. In (a)
K ≈ (2.09, 1.21) and Γ = (0, 0), in (b) Γ′ ≈ (0.10, 0) and K′ ≈ (2.09, 1.13), in (c) Γ′′ = (0.02,−0.04) and K′′ = (2.13, 1.19),
and in (d) Γ′′ = (−0.06, 0.00) and K′′ = (2.11, 1.26).
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